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CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA b INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
FIVE SINGLE-FAMILY HOME UNITS b EASTERN TERMINUS OF ARAPAHO ROAD

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
PROJECT NAME : Five Single-Family Home Units
PROJECT ADDRESS : Eastern Terminus of Arapaho Road, Rancho Cucamonga CA 91739
APPLICANT : Leo Zhang, LRZT Inc. 2738 Pepperdale Drive, Rowland Heights, CA 91748
CiTY AN D COUNTY : City of Rancho Cucamonga, San Bernardino County

DESCRIPTION : The City of Rancho CucamongaPlanning Department, in its capacity as the Lead Agency, is
reviewing a request by Leo Zhang of LRZT Inc.to construct five single-family home units on the easern
terminus of Arapaho Road within the northeastern portion of the City . The total grossland areawould be
146,429 square feet (3.36 acres). According to the Tentative Tract Map No. 20152the vacant land would be
divided into six (6) lots. Lot 1would be 25,910 square feet. Lot 2would be 27,523 square feet. Lot 3vould
be 20,005 square feet. Lot 4would be 27,729 square feet. Lot Swvould be 20,452 square feet. Additionally ,
therewouldal so be a woudbe H256Osquate teet.

FINDINGS : The environmental analysis provided in the attached | ni t i a indic&ds that yhe proposed
project would not result in any significant unmitigable adverse environmental impacts. For this reason, the
City of Rancho Cucamonga determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate CEQA
document for the proposed project. The following findings may also be made based on the analysis
contained in the attached | ni t i a:l Study

b The proposed project would not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self -sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the ra nge of an endangered, rare or threatened species
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.

b The proposed project would not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable.

b The proposed project would not have environmental effects which would cause substantially
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

The environmental analysis is provided in the attached | n i t i aprepaed tordthe proposed project. The
proposed project is also described in greater detail in the attached!l ni t i al St udy
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CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA B INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
FIVE SINGLE-FAMILY HOME UNITS b EASTERN TERMINUS OF ARAPAHO ROAD

SECTION 1INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

The proposed project i fivesngle-familyHomesunits anrthe ¢asterrcteérmirusof o f

Arapaho Road within the northeastern po rtion of the City of Rancho Cucamonga (referred to hereinafter

as At heTheCtotdl grosy land areawould be 146,429 square feet (3.36 acres). According to the

Tentative Tract Map No. 20152, the vacant land would be divided into six (6) lots. Lot 1 would be 25,910

square feet. Lot 2would be 27,523 square feet. Lot 3 will be 20,005 square feet. Lot 4would be 27,729

square feet. Lot 5would be 20,452 square feet. Additionally, there wouldal so be a Lot fAAO th
7,256 square feet! T h @roposed projecta p p | i clam Zhang, £ RZT Inc. 2738 Pepperdale Drive,

Rowland Heights, CA 91748.As part of the proposed project's enviraor
Cucamonga authorized the prehplareugm tSHiudd gli miatsindpltrieglar

wi tcltonsul t ant support, the analysis, conclusions, and
represent the independent judgment and analysis of the
Lead Agkecpri miiaye pafr CEQAt hast tdeeinssiugreand t he public
the environment al i mpacts of t hemapkreorpso skeav epr o mEit d earne

i mpacts before cons prdpesed progct.a p pPruorvsaula notf ttehet hes CEQWAr (a6 ¢
of thisial Study include the foll owing:

b To provide the City information to use as the b
environment al i mpact report (EIR), mi tigated negat
b To f acei Itihted 'psr ogg nevoitraoln mssessment early in the desi

proposed project;
b To eliminate unnecessary EI Rs;
b To determine the nature and extent of any i mpacts

b To enabl e noofd igidpesedprojeccto mi t i gate adverse i mpact s.

The City also determined, as part of this I nitial Stud
is the appropriate envi praposedemjectd Is canod meomtmefna@maht heo i ew
CEQA. Tahli sStlwnd tNicatnidc et heef I nthMintti gttt gald o pte ®dwitbar ati on
forwarded to responsible agencies, trustee agencies, a

A30-day public review perioad tWwielsle edmpmeodesdededtest®&Ildl pa
comment on the proposed project 3and the findings of th

1W&W Land Design Consultants, Inc. Site Utilization Map, 5 Lots Residential Subdivision 7 TR 20152. Sheet No. 1May 29, 2019.

2 California, State of. Title 14. California Code of Regulations. Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Impleme ntation of the California
Environmental Quality Act. As Amended 1998 (CEQA Guidelines). §15050.

3 California, State of. Title 14. California Code of Regulations. Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act. As Amended 1998 (CEQA Guidelines). §15060 (b).

SECTION 1D INTRODUCTION PAGE7



CITY OF RANCHO CUCAMONGA B INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
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1 .12 7TI STUDBORGANI ZATI ON

The foll owing annotated outline summarizes the content

b Section 1 | pnrt o widduecstoicem e r plr  cont ext surrounding t

preparation and i nsight into its composition. T
summarizes the findings of this Initial Study.

b Section 2 Pptoijperotvi descrain overrg ienwiorfortrhente xdstiit r e
project site and describes the proposed project's

b Sect3EBonmvi ronment dlncAmualeyssiamm anal ysis of wpothenthieal
proposed projeamdsthensubsetqguemt operation.

b Sectd@onc!l vuisnolhsdes tdfe tthedémgisr onment al anal ysis
Findings of Significance. I n addition, this secH
Reporting Program ( MMRP) .

b Section 5 iRlefndrignoceess the sources used dy. the prepar

The Appendix is included in a sepdgatenholusme gatecainac |

bi ological assessgueaniti,t yt hnea nmagteeme ntutdgllan i e WQMR)n,suapd i
generation worksheets.

1.181 7TI STUDYCHECKLI ST

The environmental analysis provided in Section 3 of th
woudnot result i re,arsy gwn riitciaganvitonmgnia €dr this reason,tthe €ity of
Rancho Cucamonga determinedthat a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate CEQA document
for the proposed project. The findings of this Initial Study are summarized in Tabl e 11
Table 1-1
Initial Stud y Checklist

Less than

Potentially e Less than
Description of Issue Significant Iilggrl:ftlival?; Significant Im,[;lgct
Impact e Impact
Mitigation
SECTION 3.1 AESTHETICS .
3.1.A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a X

scenic vista?

3.1.B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic X
buildings within a State scenic highway?

3.1.C. In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings (public views are those that are X
experienced from a publicly accessible vantage point? If the
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

SECTION 1D INTRODUCTION PAGE8
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Table 1-1
Initial Stud y Checklist

Description of Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.1.D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

X

SECTION 3.2 AGRICULTURE & FORESTRY RESOURCES

3.2.A. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California R esources Agency, to
non-agricultural uses?

3.2. B. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural uses, or a Williamson Act Contract?

3.2. C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government CodeSection 51104(g))?

3.2. D. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to a non-forest use?

3.2. E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non -agricultural u se or conversion of
forest land to a non-forest use?

SECTION 3.3 AIR QUALITY

3.3. A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?

3.3. B. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of axy
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non -attainment
under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality standard?

3.3. C. Would the project expose sensitivereceptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

3.3. D. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

SECTION 3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.4. A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habit at modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

SECTION 1D INTRODUCTION
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Table 1-1
Initial Stud y Checklist

Description of Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.4. B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

3.4. C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on State
or Federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,

marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

3.4.D. Would the project interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
spedes or with established native resident or migratory life
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

3.4. E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

3.4. F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation
plan?

SECTION 3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.5. A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5 of the
CEQA Guidelines?

3.5. B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5 of
the CEQA Guidelines?

3.5. C. Would the project disturb any huma n remains, including
those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

SECTION 3.6 ENERGY

3.6. A. Would the project result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources during project construction or
operation?

3.6. B. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a State or local
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

SECTION 3.7 GEOLOGY & SOILS

3.7.A. Would the project directly or indirectly cause po tential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving r upture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area or basedn other
substantial evidence of a known fault; strong seismic ground
shaking; seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or
landslides?

SECTION 1D INTRODUCTION
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Table 1-1
Initial Stud y Checklist

Description of Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.7.B. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

3.7.C Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

3.7.D. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (2012), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

3.7.E. Would the project have soils incapable ofadequately
supportin g the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

3.7.F. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologicfeature?

SECTION 3.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

3.8.A. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

3.8.B. Would the project conflict with an applica ble plan, policy,
or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of
greenhouse gases?

SECTION 3.9 HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS M ATERIALS

3.9. A. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine t ransport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials?

3.9. B. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into t he environment?

3.9. C. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substancesor waste
within one -quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

3.9. D. Would the project be located on a ste which is included on
a list of hazardous material s sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section65962.5 and, as a result, would it create
a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

3.9. E. For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or a public use airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in
the project area?

SECTION 1D INTRODUCTION
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Table 1-1
Initial Stud y Checklist

Description of Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.9. F. Would the project impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

3.9. G. Would the project expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly , to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires?

SECTION 3.10 H YDROLOGY & W ATER QUALITY

3.10.A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality?

3.10.B. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management
of the basin?

3.10.C. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious
surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on - or off-site; substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner in which would result in flooding on - or
off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substanti al additional sources of polluted runoff; or,
impede or redirect flood flows?

3.10.D. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the
project risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

3.10.E. Would the project conflict with o r obstruct
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

SECTION 3.11 LAND USE & PLANNING

3.11.A. Would the project physically divide an established
community?

3.11.B. Would the project cause a sgnificant environmental

impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect?

SECTION 3.12 MINERAL RESOURCES

3.12. A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the State?

3.12.B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a
local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

SECTION 1D INTRODUCTION
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Table 1-1
Initial Stud y Checklist

Description of Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

SECTION 3.13 NOISE

3.13.A. Would the project result in generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards estblished in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?

3.13.B. Would the project result in generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or ground -borne noise levels?

3.13.C. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip
or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessivenoise levels?

SECTION 3.14 POPULATION & H OUSING

3.14.A. Would the project induce substantial unplanned
population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) oiindirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

3.14. B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

SECTION 3.15 PuUBLIC SERVICES

3.15.A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause
signifi cant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectivesfor
fire protection?

3.15.B. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause
signifi cant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance obpctivesfor
police protection?

3.15.C. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause
signifi cant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectivesfor
schools?
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Table 1-1
Initial Stud y Checklist

Description of Issue

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.15.D. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
imp acts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause
significant environmental impacts , in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectivesfor
parks?

3.15.E. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause
significant environmental impacts , in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectivesfor
other public facilities ?

SECTION 3.16 RECREATION

3.16. A. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

3.16. B. Would the proj ect include recreational facilities or require
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

SECTION 3.17 TRANSPORTATION

3.17.A. Would the project conflict with a plan, ordi nance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities ?

3.17.B. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b)?

3.17.C. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

3.17.D. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

SECTION 3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

3.18. A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources CodeSection 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources,
or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)?
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Table 1-1
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Potentially
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Impact

Less than
Significant
Impact with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

3.18. B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code Section 21074 asither a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is a resource
determined by the Lead Agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to crit eria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource
CodeSection 5024.1, the Lead Agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

SECTION 3.19 UTILITIES & SERVICE SYSTEMS

3.19.A. Would the project require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of
which could cause significant environmental effects?

3.19. B. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

3.19. C. Would the project result in a determination by the

wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate ca
demand in addition to the provi

3.19.D. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State
or local standards, or in excess of the @pacity of local
infrastructure , or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

3.19. E. Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

SECTION 3.20 W ILDFIRE

3.20. A. If located in or near State responsibility areas or lands
classified as very highfire hazard severity zones, would the project
substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

3.20. B. If located in or near State responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazardseverity zones, would the project
due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?
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Potentially
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Less than
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Impact with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

No
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3.20. C. If located in or near State responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, wuld the project
require the installation o r maintenance of associated infrastructure
(such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, powernes,
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

3.20. D. If located in or near State responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severityzones, would the project
expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

SECTION 3.21 M ANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

3.21. A. Does the project have the potential to substantially
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self -sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of th e major periods of
California history or prehistory?

3.21.B. Does the project have impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)

3.21.C. Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on huma beings, either directly
or indirectly?
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SECTION 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

Thproposed project i nv fivesingls-farilia meuoits sntthe eastérn terminue df
Arapaho Road within the northeastern portion of the City. The total gross land areawould be 146,429
square feet (3.36 acres). According to the Tentative Tract Map No. 20152, the vacant landvould be divided
into six (6) lots. Lot 1 would be 25,910 square feet. Lot 2would be 27,523 square feet. Lo 3 would be
20,005 square feet. Lot 4 would be 27,729 square feet. Lot Swould be 20,452 square feet. Additionally,

there would also be asixthlot, L ot i Avduldtbl 73266 square feet* The proposed project is described
in greater detail in Section 2.4.

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION

T h proposed projects i t e | swi It &d emstFndieeminus of Arapaho Road within the northeastern

portion of the City. Regi onal Raacnccehsos Quoc 8 m@rog e itbhireereé a o r Steanvtaey s :
Rout e (SR20)Ppwhi ch extendwesotni emt aetaisan i n the northern g
I ntserat @1BWhich extendssouitnh aornocerntthati on in the eastern

I nt er st(lalthe Wi ch exte+weksti mraenwmmatieors ot &8 Bandahe Cit
Cucamoinsgaboundednb yGakbdnuenetlai ns t,ohéeé h€i npr oh Onttahrei o t o
City of Fontana and an unincorporated county area to t

Rectangular in shape, the proposed project site is comprised of one parcel and has a total of @proximately

146,429 square feet of lot area (3.36 acres) The Assessor Parcel Number (APN) applicable to theproposed

project site is 0225-181-73-0-000. The proposed project site is located in the VL (Very Low Residential)

zone and has a General Plan Lad Use designation of Very Low Residential. The proposed project site is

currently undeveloped. The | ocati on Rafh c@®iloea Boinnyaaofr egi onal cont ext
Exhizbli.tci Aywi de mapvi ded2 i anldéxdmipbiits 2provi d&d in Exhibi

4 W&W Land Design Consultants, Inc. Site Utilization Map, 5 Lots Residential Subdivis ion i TR 20152. Sheet No. 1May 29, 2019.
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EXHIBIT 2-3
LocAL M AP

SOURCE : BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL  PLANNING
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